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Detailed Action 
Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 06/19/2006 is in compliance 
with the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .97. Accordingly, the IDS is being considered by the examiner. 

Priority 

2. Acknowledgment is made of applicant's claim for foreign priority under 35 
U.S.C. 119(a)-(d). 

Abstract 

3. The abstract is also objected to for minor informalities. One goal of the abstract is to 
provide a reader with a concise summary of the key elements of the invention such that the 
reader may quickly determine whether or not the rest of the patent is worth considering; i.e. the 
abstract should be a stand-alone encapsulation of the invention. Accordingly, the abstract should 
not refer back to other portions of the specification by incorporating reference numbers to 
various drawings. Please provide a corrected abstract wherein all such numerical references to 
the drawings are removed. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 7 and 8 objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c) as being in improper form because a 
multiple dependent claim cannot depend from any other multiple dependent claims. See MPEP 
§ 608.01(n) and 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 fifth paragraph. Accordingly, claims 7 and 8 have not been 
further treated on the merits. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966) , that are 
applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized 
as follows: (SeeMPEP Ch. 2141) 

a. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art; 

b. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims in issue; 

c. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art; and 

d. Evaluating evidence of secondary considerations for indicating obviousness or nonobviousness. 

6. Claims 1-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shapiro et al, 
WO 2001/88835 Al ("Shapiro") (cited by Applicants) in view of Kato et al. EP 0348182A2 
("Kato") (also cited by Applicants). 

Regarding claim 1 Shapiro teaches an optical device for forming an image of fingerprints 
/Shapiro's apparatus is explained on pages 5-7 and with respect to Figure I), comprising: 

■ an optical plate (1) with (Shapiro, Figure I item 1): 

■ a first main face (2) constituting a face for affixing a finger (3) of which an image of the 
fingerprints is to be obtained (Shapiro, Figure 1 item 20), 

■ a first lateral face (4) shaped as a convergent mirror (Shapiro, Figure 1 item 21), and 

■ a second lateral face (5), opposite the first lateral face (4) and forming the exit face of the 
optical plate (Shapiro, Figure 1 item 22), 

■ at least one light source (7) for illuminating said first main face (2) through the optical 
plate (1) (Shapiro, Figure 2 item 4): 
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■ a focusing objective (9), situated opposite said exit face (5) of the optical plate and 
having its object focal point situated substantially in the focal plane of the convergent 
mirror (Shapiro, Figure 1 item 3), and 

■ a diaphragm (10) provided with an aperture (11), said diaphragm being interposed 
between said exit face (5) and said focusing objective (9) and situated substantially in the 
vicinity to the focusing objective (Shapiro, Figure 1 item 30), 

Shapiro is presently interpreted as being silent on the limitation of the first main face 
characterized in that said first main face (2) of the optical plate (1) forms, with the exit face (5) 
of this optical plate, an angle of greater than 90. degree., whereby the angle of incidence of the 
light rays on said first main face, inside the optical plate, is increased and the stray radiation 
arriving at the exit face is decreased, at the same time as the thickness of the optical plate can be 
reduced. 

Kato teaches a similar optical imaging device for recording a fingerprint image when a 
finger is placed on a transparent surface and subjected to incident beams of light (see Kato 
Abstract, Figure 1 and column 4 line 39 through column 5 line 5). Kato further teaches using an 
obtuse angle as the angle between the transparent surface on which a finger is placed (Kato 
Figure 1 item 7-2) and the exit face of fingerprint forming apparatus nearest the lens/aperture 
assembly (Kato Figure 1 item 15, also in column 4 line 39 through column 5 line 5). Thus, Kato 
teaches the limitation of the first main face characterized in that said first main face (2) of the 
optical plate (1) forms, with the exit face (5) of this optical plate, an angle of greater than 
90. degree., whereby the angle of incidence of the light rays on said first main face, inside the 



Application/Control Number: 10/574,456 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2624 

optical plate, is increased and the stray radiation arriving at the exit face is decreased, at the same 
time as the thickness of the optical plate can be reduced. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
application to use Kato's teachings to modify Shapiro's apparatus by increasing the angle 
between Shapiro's top plate (Figure 1 item 20) and light exiting plate (Figure 1 item 22) such that 
the resulting angle would be greater than 90°, as Kato teaches in Figure 1 . Using an angle 
greater than 90° achieves the known and expected benefits of reducing the amount of stray 
radiation that would otherwise appear incident on the light exiting plate and thus propagate 
through the lens/aperture assembly if a 90° angle were chosen. 

Regarding claim 2, both Shapiro and Kato are presently interpreted as being silent on the 
optical device as claimed in claim 1 , characterized in that the plane (P) defined by said first main 
face (2) intersects the diaphragm (10) under the aperture (1 1) of the latter, whereby a major part 
of the stray light transmitted from the exit face is intercepted by the diaphragm under the 
aperture of the latter. However, official notice is taken to note that the both the concept and 
benefits of the plane (P) defined by said first main face (2) intersects the diaphragm (10) under 
the aperture (1 1) of the latter, whereby a major part of the stray light transmitted from the exit 
face is intercepted by the diaphragm under the aperture of the latter is well known and expected 
in the art and would have been obvious to incorporate into Shapiro's and Kato's fingerprint- 
forming apparatus for the benefit of reducing the amount of stray radiation that would otherwise 
appear incident on the light exiting plate. 

Regarding claim 3, both Shapiro and Kato are presently interpreted as being silent on the 
optical device as claimed in claim 2, characterized in that the inclination of said first main face 
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(2) is just sufficient for said plane (P) to intersect the diaphragm (10) in the immediate vicinity of 
its aperture (11). However, official notice is taken to note that the both the concept and benefits 
of the inclination of said first main face (2) is just sufficient for said plane (P) to intersect the 
diaphragm (10) in the immediate vicinity of its aperture (1 1) is well known and expected in the 
art and would have been obvious to incorporate into Shapiro's and Kato's fingerprint- forming 
apparatus for the benefit of reducing the amount of stray radiation that would otherwise appear 
incident on the light exiting plate. 

Regarding claim 4, both Shapiro and Kato arc presently interpreted as being silent on the 
optical device as claimed in claim 3, characterized in that the angle of inclination of said first 
main face (2) with respect to a plane perpendicular to the exit face is between 2° and 25°. 
However, official notice is taken to note that the both the concept and benefits of the angle of 
inclination of said first main face (2) with respect to a plane perpendicular to the exit face is 
between 2° and 25° is well known and expected in the art and would have been obvious to 
incorporate into Shapiro's and Kato's fingerprint-forming apparatus for the benefit of reducing 
the amount of stray radiation that would otherwise appear incident on the light exiting plate. 

Regarding claim 5, both Shapiro and Kato are presently interpreted as being silent on the 
optical device as claimed in claim 4, characterized in that said angle of inclination of the first 
main face (2) is around 10°. However, official notice is taken to note that the both the concept 
and benefits of the angle of inclination of the first main face (2) is around 10° is well known and 
expected in the art and would have been obvious to incorporate into Shapiro's and Kato's 
fingerprint- forming apparatus for the benefit of reducing the amount of stray radiation that would 
otherwise appear incident on the light exiting plate. 
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Claims Objections 

7. Claim 6 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

Contact 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Steve Koziol whose telephone number is (571) 270-1844. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - alt. Friday 9:00 - 5:30 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Samir Ahmed can be reached at (571) 272-7413 . Customer Service can be reached at (571) 
272-2600. The fax number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned 
is (571)273-7332. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 

may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 

applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 

system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 

system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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/Samir A. Ahmed/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2624 



